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Abstract
Viar, Meagan A., Ed.D. The University of Memphis. December 2016. An Analysis of the
Relationship Between the Perceptions of Value-Added Measurement and Teacher Job
Satisfaction. Lee Allen, EdD.
Educational leaders are struggling with the issue of academic reform as it pertains to
accountability for student achievement. With increasing pressures to improve student
achievement, many states have adopted value-added measures to monitor student growth and
teacher effectiveness. This study undertook a quantitative approach to examine the relationship
between teacher perceptions of value-added evaluations, teachers’ three-year mean value-added
scores, and teacher job satisfaction using One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs). The four
major questions posed in this study are as follows: 1) What are selected TN teachers’
perceptions of the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system in terms of its fairness, accuracy,
understandability, and need for revision? 2) How do selected TN teachers’ average self-reported
scores on the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system differ by demographic characteristics?
3) How do selected TN teachers’ reported level of job satisfaction differ by demographic
characteristics? 4) What relationships are observed between selected TN teachers’ ratings of the
quality of the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system, their self-reported average scores on
that teacher evaluation system, and their level of satisfaction with their jobs?
There were 39 teachers from two rural middle schools in the mid-south that participated
in the online survey. Job satisfaction was measured and compared with teachers’ perception of
Tennessee Value-Added Assessment (TVAAS) and their self-reported mean TVAAS score. The
Analysis revealed a significant relationship between the self-reported three-year average
TVAAS scores and Perception of the quality of TVAAS data, as well as a significant
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relationship between teachers’ self-reported average TVAAS evaluation score and their average
level of satisfaction.

Keywords: Effective Teaching, High-Stakes Testing, Incentive Pay, Job satisfaction, Job stress,
Teacher Effectiveness, Teacher Evaluation, Teacher Perception, Teacher Performance,
Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS), Value-Added measures.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
The Problem
Nearly three decades after the report "A Nation at Risk" by the National
Commission on Excellence in Education, education professionals are still struggling with
the issue of academic reform as it pertains to accountability for student achievement
(Collins, 2014, p. 3; Ding & Sherman, 2006, p. 39). Specifically, in 1995, the Tennessee
State Board of Education expressed the need to re-evaluate the state model for teacher
evaluation based on current initiatives within Tennessee, as well as introduce National
Standards for teachers (Tucker & Stronge, 2005, p. 133). These revisions to the
evaluation process were proposed to promote effective teaching methods and to improve
teaching standards and use of student performance information (Tucker & Stronge,
2001). These revisions became the Tennessee-Value Added Assessment System
(TVAAS). Value-added models have become increasingly popular nationwide since the
implementation of the Race to the Top initiative (Amrein-Beardsley, Collins, Polasky, &
Sloat, 2013, p. 3; Baker, Oluwole, & Green, 2013, p. 3; Boser, 2012, p.66; Schochet &
Chiang, 2011; Weiss, 2011, p. 18). As part of its commitment under the federal Race to
the Top grant competition, Tennessee implemented a new statewide educator evaluation
system in 2011. Under Tennessee’s program, districts must include value-added measures
(VAMs) as part of their teacher evaluation system (Strunk, Weinstein, & Makkonen,
2014, p. 6).
Numerous studies have examined value-added measures (VAMs) from varying
perspectives. Many of these otherwise-conflicting studies recommend VAMs not be used
to make high-stakes decisions about teacher employment and wages (Everson, Feinauer,
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& Sudweeks, 2013, p. 366; Weiss, 2011, p. 18; Yeh, 2012, p. 374). Nevertheless, many
states rely on this data to determine teacher raises and employment (Jacob & Lefgren,
2006, p. 59). For example, Tennessee currently uses value-added data to make “all
critical human capital decisions in the state’s education system: recruiting, granting
tenure, compensating, promoting, retaining, providing professional development, and
recognizing exceptional teachers” (U.S. Department of Education, 2010, p. 84). Several
states in the U.S. are discussing teacher merit pay based on value-added data (Everson et
al., 2013, p. 349). Without question, teachers should be evaluated on their performances,
but should important wage and personnel decisions be based on value-added data?
Ever-changing content standards, shifting testing requirements, and increased
accountability have made the teaching profession stressful in recent years. In five
chapters, this study will determine if a relationship exists between job satisfaction and
individual Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) data among a cohort of
Tennessee teachers from a rural district. Chapter 1 introduces the problem with valueadded measures. Chapter 2 reviews the current literature, defines the overall problem, and
also discusses specific shortcomings of value-added measures in special education,
specifically, moderate to severe disabilities, gifted education and English language
learners. It also discusses legal ramifications connected with the use of value-added
measures in high-stakes decision-making. Last, the review explores the influence of
value-added assessments on job stress and job satisfaction. Chapter 3 defines the
methodology and methods used to collect the data on the 39 middle school teachers who
participated in the study. Chapter 4 contains the analysis of the data, and Chapter 5
provides conclusions and recommendations for future research.
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Background of the Problem
Over the past decade, teacher quality has become a major factor in student
achievement, and the statistical technique that calculates the value that teachers bring to
student learning is under increased scrutiny (Rothman, 2010, p. 20). VAMs purportedly
quantify how much students learn during a school year. By definition, VAMs are “used to
measure influence of a district, school, or teacher on academic progress to determine
teacher performance” by calculating the difference between expected student growth and
actual learning of the cohort of students a teacher has in a given year (Amrein-Beardsley
et al., 2013, p. 3; Ballou, Sanders, & Wright, 2004, p. 37; Bracey, 2004, p. 716; Kersting,
Mei-kuang, & Stigler, 2013, p. 4; Rothman, 2010, p.20; U.S. Department of Education,
2010, p. 68). VAMs use standardized test scores to track the growth of individual
students as they progress through the grades and determine how much “value” a teacher
has added (Everson et al., 2013, p. 349; Schochet, & Chiang, 2013, p. 142; Yeh, 2012, p.
374). Carlo (2012) states, “By themselves, value-added data are neither good nor bad. It
is how we use them that matters” (p. 39).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine how teachers perceive the use of
TVAAS data and if the increased use of TVAAS data for evaluations affects job
satisfaction among teachers. The literature reveals there is little research available that
investigates how teachers both perceive and respond to the use of value-added evaluation
methods (Harris, 2011; Hewitt 2015, p. 3) or how it affects job satisfaction.
Schermerhorn, Hunt, and Osborn (2003) described job satisfaction as the degree to which
individuals feel positively or negatively about their jobs.
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Many teachers have felt growing pressure with increased accountability through
high-stakes state testing (Markham, 2005, p. 412). Weiss (2013) cautions that intensified
efforts to hold teachers accountable for students’ test scores could lead to the reduction or
elimination of science, history and fine arts courses in many schools due to heightened
focus on mathematics and reading scores (p.18). Holloway-Libell, Amrein-Beardsley,
and Collins (2012) identified additional unintended consequences in using value-added
measures for high-stakes decisions. Their study found that teachers who are given the
“opportunity to change teaching positions are becoming savvy about moving out of
subject areas in which value-added measurement matters, moving to the grades in which
it is easiest to show growth, or teaching students who are likely to test well” (p. 67). The
shortage of highly qualified teachers who choose to teach in urban schools on a long-term
basis is a chronic problem that supports this finding.
Significance of the Study
Most of the literature discussing TVAAS or any value-added form of assessment
addresses the negative aspects of the system. Additionally, researchers, both advocates
and opponents of VAMs, explain that these measures should be used with caution. Little
research is available on teacher perceptions of value-added data, nor its effects on job
satisfaction. This study endeavored to gain insight on the effects of using value-added
data on teacher job satisfaction, identify teachers’ perceptions of the value-added
assessment, as well as, determine if personal teacher characteristics were connected to
teacher satisfaction or perceptions of the value-added system.
The results from this study could help initiate change in the overreliance of this
method of teacher evaluation for high-stakes decisions and encourage an improved
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teacher evaluation system that could evaluate educators with more accuracy and
reliability.
Assumptions, Delimitations, and Limitations
This research study included the assumption that respondents to the survey have a
basic knowledge and understanding of the Tennessee Value Added Assessment System.
An additional assumption is that the survey questions are valid and will be understood by
respondents. The last assumption is that the data yielded from the study will be useful to
educators and policymakers that use value-added data to make high-stakes decisions.
One delimitation in this study was surveying participants from one rural district in
the Mid-South. The decision to use an online survey as the method of data collection and
to have respondents self-report their average TVAAS score are also considered to be
delimitations. The data gained from the surveys was limited in scope to answer the
research questions.
The limitations of this survey included the sample size, participation rate, and
homogeneous nature of the sample. The sample size is limited to the 60 middle school
teachers employed in the rural district. Because the survey portion of the study took place
at the end of a school year, the return rate on surveys could have been significantly less
than if the study had been conducted at a different point in the school year. The sample
pool was comprised mostly of white females, so the homogeneity of the sample was a
concern, especially when looking at subgroups based on teacher personal characteristics.
Due to the personal nature of TVAAS scores, honesty in responses was also a concern.
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Definitions of Key Terms
Key terms are used throughout this study and are being defined to ensure
understanding of the research questions. Definitions for the purpose of this research study
were as follows:
Effective Teaching - teaching that improves student learning and achievement
(Bell, Goe, & Little, 2009).
High-Stakes Testing - an assessment to which important consequences, such as
licensure and pay, are attached to the results (Western Michigan University, 2004).
Incentive Pay - the allocation of special payments or salary increments to a
teacher who does different types of work or assumes additional responsibilities (Western
Michigan University, 2004).
Job satisfaction - Job satisfaction is the overall emotional feelings that
individuals have about their job. This type of job satisfaction would reflect the degree of
pleasure or happiness the job induces for the employee as a whole (Billingsley, 2004).
Questionnaire - an instrument consisting of a series of statements that is used to
collect data and information from a teacher concerning factors such as educational
background, goals, and attitudes and opinions (Western Michigan University, 2004).
Teacher Effectiveness - the attribute of a teacher who has the potential of having
a positive impact on student learning and achievement (Western Michigan University,
2004).
Teacher Evaluation - the systematic appraisal of a teacher’s performance in
relation to the teacher’s defined professional role and responsibilities to determine their
merit, value, and worth in the classroom (Western Michigan University, 2004).
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Teacher Performance – that which a teacher does on the job, depending on the
teacher’s competence and abilities (Western Michigan University, 2004).
Value-Added - Statistical methods that examine changes in student test scores
over time (Darling-Hammond, 2012).
Theoretical Framework

Tested vs. Non-tested
subject area
Self-Reported TVAAS
Scores
Teacher Perceptions of
Value-Added Measures

High-performing school vs.
Low-performing school

JobSatisfaction
Satisfaction
Job

High individual scores vs.
Low individual scores

Figure 1. Theoretical Framework looking at three factors of value-added
measures that affect job satisfaction.

Research Questions
1. What are selected TN teachers’ perceptions of the TVAAS-based teacher
evaluation system in terms of its fairness, accuracy, understandability, and need
for revision?
2. How do selected TN teachers’ average self-reported scores on the TVAAS-based
teacher evaluation system differ by demographic characteristics? (Gender, age,
ethnicity, degree completion, years of teaching experience, years at current
school, subject matter taught, and place of employment.)
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3. How do selected TN teachers’ reported level of job satisfaction system differ by
demographic characteristics? (Gender, age, ethnicity, degree completion, years of
teaching experience, years at current school, subject matter taught, and place of
employment.)
4. What relationships are observed between selected TN teachers’ ratings of the
quality of the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system, their self-reported
average scores on that teacher evaluation system, and their level of satisfaction
with their jobs, both sample-wide and by respondents’ demographic
characteristics? (Gender, age, ethnicity, degree completion, years of teaching
experience, years at current school, subject matter taught, and place of
employment.)
Nature of the Study
The quantitative data for this research was gathered within two rural middle
schools in the mid-south area. All certified teacher within these two schools were asked
to participate in the survey. The survey included three sections. The first section
identified personal and professional characteristics of each participating teacher. The
second section identified understanding and perceptions of the TVAAS system, and the
last section gathered information about teacher job satisfaction. This last section was
lifted from the Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire (PTO). The PTO is a Likert scale
questionnaire that focuses on the many facets related to job satisfaction. The PTO was
produced through Purdue University and is a validated instrument for research (Bentley,
& Rempel, 1968, 1980). Teachers also self-reported their three-year mean TVAAS scores
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to be compared with their job satisfaction ratings as well as other personal and
professional characteristics.
In order to answer the research questions, the researcher engaged in either the
independent t-test or the one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) contingent on the
number of levels suggested by the composition of the variable or the distribution of the
data. These tests were used to determine if job satisfaction was significantly different
among any subgroup, or TVAAS level. The specific research design that was used will be
elaborated on more thoroughly in Chapter 3.
Organization of the Remainder of the Study
Chapter 2 presents the theoretical framework for the study as well as present,
analyze, synthesize, and critique the appropriate literature related to the problem
described in Chapter 1. Chapter 3 describes the research methodology selected to respond
to the problem and answer the research question. Chapter 4 presents an analysis of the
data and study findings. The completed dissertation concludes with Chapter 5 and
provides the summary of findings. The conclusions drawn from the data presented in
Chapter 4 are used to discuss the implications, the relationship of findings to the literature
review, and the recommendations for practice and future research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Value-Added Measures Defined
Value-added measures (VAMs) are “statistical methods used to measure influence
of a district, school, or teacher on academic progress to determine teacher performance”
by calculating the difference between expected student growth and actual learning of the
cohort of students a teacher has in a given year (Amrein-Beardsley, Collins, Polasky, &
Sloat, 2013, p. 3; Ballou, Sanders, & Wright, 2004, p. 37; Bracey, 2004, p. 716; Doran,
2003, p. 57; Kersting, Mei-kuang, & Stigler, 2013, p. 4; Rothman, 2010, p.20; U.S.
Department of Education, 2010, p. 68). VAMs use data to track the growth of individual
students as they progress through the grades and see how much value a teacher has added
(Everson, Feinauer, & Sudweeks, 2013, p. 349; Schochet, & Chiang, 2013, p. 142; Yeh,
2012, p. 374). The rudimentary principle of value-added assessment is to longitudinally
measure student learning to determine schools’ effect by normalizing students’ prior
achievement and using the data to predict future learning (Misco, 2008, p. 12). Miso
(2008) explains, “In a value-added assessment system, any actual achievement over the
projected growth rate is attributed to the educational setting. Similarly, deviation below
the projection, which we might call negative value-added, is also attributed to the school,
the classroom, and the teacher” (p. 12). This form of assessment focuses on inputs and
outcomes, by means of which each student acts as his or her control and past scores serve
as a function for external variables to ensure gains are not compared with peers but rather
the student’s past performance (Doran, 2003, p. 57). Value-added assessments determine,
“not what the school or district achievement data are, but whether a particular school,
classroom, and teacher did what they were supposed to do for the achievement growth of
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individual students” (Ballou, Sanders, & Wright, 2004; Doran & Lockwood, 2006;
Misco, 2008, p.11). Carlo (2012) states, “By themselves, value-added data are neither
good nor bad. It is how we use them that matters” (p. 39).
Origins of Value-Added Measures
Value-added systems have been used in the field of economics since the 1970s
(Amrein-Beardsley, 2014). This type of value added measure “refers to the amount by
which the value of an article is increased at each stage of the production process”
(Amrein-Beardsley, 2014). William L. Sanders, a professor at the University of
Tennessee's School of Agriculture in the 1980s, developed a value-added model to
“determine which farms were more productive, given equivalent environmental
conditions” (Rothman, 2010, p. 22). In the early 1980s, when Lamar Alexander was
Governor of Tennessee, Sanders learned that the state of Tennessee was searching for a
measure by which schools and educators could be held accountable for student learning
(Center for Greater Philadelphia, 2004). Dr. William L. Sanders and Dr. Robert A.
McLean of the University of Tennessee in 1984 adapted their model for use in education
(Sanders & Horn, 1994, p. 299). Although both Sanders and McLean were co-authors of
the working paper, Sanders is primarily credited with developing the system.
Their initial studies gained little attention. “It wasn't until 1991, when a Tennessee
Supreme Court order demanded a more equitable funding system for schools that a new
interest in accountability surfaced and Sanders' formula began to attract interest” (Center
for Greater Philadelphia, 2004). The Tennessee Department of Education accepted the
statistical model as (TVAAS) the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (Sanders
& Horn, 1994, p. 300). It was later adopted by other states as a measure for teacher
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effectiveness known as (EVAAS) the Education Value-Added Assessment System
(Rothman, 2010, p. 20).
Value-added education-based applications “identify each student’s human capital
accumulation up to some point, say by the conclusion of period t-1, and then estimate the
value-added to human capital of inputs applied during period t” (Koedel, Mihaly, &
Rockoff, 2015, p. 180). Essentially, value-added measures how much knowledge, skills,
or training, i.e. human capital, is possessed both individually and collectively by students
in a population over a period of time, with the linear value-added formula being
Yisjt=β0+Yisjt−1β1+Xisjtβ2+Sisjtβ3+Tisjtθ+ɛisjt (Koedel, Mihaly, & Rockoff , 2015, p. 180).
The standard value-added methodology “estimates the value added through an ordinary
least squares (OLS) regression, with the coefficient on an indicator variable for a
particular school indicating the value added by that school” (Cawley, Heckman, &
Vytlacil, 1999, p. 727). Cawley et al. (1999) “interpret this coefficient as both the
estimate of the value added for all students, and also an estimate of the average value
added, allowing for individual students to receive different value added from the school”
(p. 727).
Value-Added and Accountability
The accountability movement, where standards are used as a tool for school
improvement, has dramatically increased since the 1980s (Misco, 2008). “Within the last
5 years, the number of states that required annual evaluations for all teachers has nearly
doubled, and the number of states requiring the inclusion of measures of student
achievement has nearly tripled” (Jiang, Sporte, & Luppescu, 2015, p. 105).
Accountability, a central objective of federal legislation, “requires all states to
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develop accountability plans that measure the effectiveness of each public school,
primarily through student achievement test score data” (Doran, 2003, p.55). The
foundation of these accountability stipulations is adequate yearly progress (AYP), which
requires “all schools within a state demonstrate AYP when the percentage of students
scoring at or above proficient on achievement tests increases by a certain amount each
year, and failure to meet these targets will trigger a series of sanctions that could lead to
school reconstitution” (Doran, 2003, p.55). Doran (2003) explains that the high-stakes
nature of accountability requires accurate and valid methods for measuring AYP, but
most states and districts are perplexed at how to develop such plans” (p. 56). The desire
to both accurately measure proficiency and reach excellence is fundamental to our current
education system.
The implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2002 was not the
first attempt to reform education, and the “current political climate suggesting its early
demise will not undermine the interest in and proliferation of state standards and highstakes accountability mechanisms” (Misco, 2008, p. 12). This form of standards based
accountability has evolved over time, employing different strategies, using different tools
and exacting different goals. Misco (2008) states, “As one manifestation becomes
impractical or goals become mathematically improbable” the testing and standards will
shift (p. 12).
Accountability data should make it possible for legislators and educators to
determine the quality of schooling and to take actions to improve it (Doran, 2003, p. 56).
However, many of the methods used to analyze test score data are both unreliable and
uninformative. Doran (2003) continues that some evaluation methods “have remained
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popular because they are relatively easy to compute and explain, but simplicity at the
expense of teachers and students should not be a justification for any measurement
method” (p. 56).
Concerns With Value-Added Measures
Statistical Reliability and Validity
VAMs are meant to show the teacher impact on student learning. However, these
measures tend to be difficult to interpret because a teacher’s estimated contribution to
learning is confounded with sources of variation that affect student learning and cannot
be sufficiently controlled (Baker, Oluwole & Green, 2013; Carlo, 2012; Kersting et al.,
2013; Harris, 2011; Sass, Semykina, & Harris, 2014). A study by Schochet and Chaing
(2013) states that even when using rigorous statistical methods, the performance
measurement of the value-added system is subject to significant random errors based on
the amount of data that is typically used in practice for estimation. Schochet and Chaing’s
(2013) study also reports that more than 90% of the variation in student gain scores is due
to the variation in factors that are not under the control of the teacher (p.166). DarlingHammond (2012) also found that “value-added ratings do not disentangle the many
influences on student progress” such as student factors which impact student gains more
than the individual teacher in explaining changes in scores (p. 3) These factors may
include ability grouping, quality of curriculum, supplies, tutoring supports, class size,
class time, and attendance (Weiss, 2011, p. 18).
Value-added methods are imperfect. Even if the value-added measures were
unbiased, sampling and measurement errors on individual student test scores make them
invalid (Schochet & Chaing, 2013). Ballou, Sanders, & Wright, (2004) defend that the
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value-added system does control for student-level factors such as ethnicity and
socioeconomic status, and these “controls have a negligible impact on estimated teacher
effects” (p. 37). They continue that “the student's history of test performance substitutes
for omitted background variables” (p. 37). However, Bracey (2004) challenges their
claim by reporting that schools with more than 90% minority enrollment showed smaller
gains in all subject areas (p.717). He also finds that the correlation between low socioeconomic status and small gain scores was even stronger. Thus, “TVAAS data refute
TVAAS claims” (Bracey, 2004, p. 717).
Omitted variables and non-random sorting of students are some of the most
common reasons that teacher-effect data is biased (Baker, Oluwole, & Green, 2013, p.15;
Newton, (Darling-Hammond, Haertel, & Thomas, 2010, p. 4). The Baker, Oluwole, &
Green (2013) study also concluded that error rates of VAMs range from 35%-50% with
one year of data (p. 15). Many researchers attribute value-added unreliability and
inaccuracy to the lack of randomization of student data collection in districts, schools,
and classrooms. For example, Weiss (2013) finds that some schools group students by
their ability or even level of disruptiveness, which can affect VAM accuracy. Other
variables that can influence value-added scores are quality of curriculum, supplies,
tutoring supports, class size, class time, and attendance (Weiss, 2011, p. 18), none of
which are within teachers’ control.
Randi Weingarten, president of the American Federation of Teachers, said
“Today there is even more evidence that not only has VAM not worked, it has been
harmful and has become a focus of those seeking to turn public education into a numbers
game” (Jiang, Sporte, & Luppescu, 2015, p. 113). Jiang et al. (2015) explained that the
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assessments on which value-added scores are based are themselves changing, leading to
uncertainty, and there is currently no consensus on how to measure student growth for
teachers in non-tested grades and subjects (p. 113).
Implications for Teacher Evaluation and Curriculum Design
Misco (2008) explains that “connecting student achievement gains and
regressions to teachers and isolating their effect on students” is an ambitious task that
cannot fairly connect students’ scores to teacher performance (p. 13). For example, in
value-added systems, weak teachers in weak schools look better than similarly weak
teachers in strong schools (Kupermintz 2003). This example reiterates the instability in
teacher effectiveness rankings based on VAMs.
Each year the stakes are raised for greater growth and improvement, usually based
on one or two standardized achievement tests. Markham (2005) writes that using these
tests to measure teacher effectiveness only serves to increase the stakes associated with
the annual testing ritual, and the effects of this practice will be detrimental for all of the
teachers, administrators, children, and parents involved (p. 416). Markham (2005)
continues “determining value-added with standardized achievement tests is more than
just a measurement problem; it's an unjustified use of data for an unwise purpose” (p.
416). With the increased focus on student performance, many schools have pushed for
extra math and reading courses for students. Weiss (2013) cautions that this effort could
lead to the reduction or elimination of science, history and fine arts courses in many
schools, thus denying students a well-rounded education. (p.18). Holloway-Libell,
Amrein-Beardsley, and Collins (2012) also identified unintended consequences in using
value-added measures for high-stakes decisions. Their study found that teachers who are
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given the “opportunity to change teaching positions are becoming savvy about moving
out of subject areas in which value-added measurement matters, moving to the grades in
which it is easiest to show growth, or teaching students who are likely to test well” (p.
67). A study by Quigney (2009) explains the persistent nation-wide shortage of special
education teachers due to the difficulty with achieving or maintaining their highly
qualified status. Quigney (2009) states, “some teachers leave the field altogether or
transfer to positions in general education” (p. 53). The New York Times reported “a
survey of teachers at a school district in the Southwest that awarded bonuses based on
test scores found that many tried to avoid both gifted students and those not yet proficient
in English whose grades were tough to improve. Others employed drill and kill strategies
to ensure their students nailed the tests” (Porter, 2015).
Darling-Hammond (2012) concluded, “teachers are advantaged or disadvantaged
based on the students they teach” (p 3). In particular, “teachers with large numbers of
new English learners and students with special needs have been found to show lower
gains than the same teachers when they are teaching other students” (p. 3). Teachers of
low-income students are also disadvantaged by the summer learning loss experience
between standardized testing (Darling-Hammond, 2012). Porter (2015) reported that
“schools forced to improve grades by the No Child Left Behind law were found to have
focused on helping children who were at the cusp of proficiency”, and continued that
“they had no incentive to address those comfortably above the cut or those with little
hope of gaining enough in the short term” (p. 3).
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Teachers of Special Populations
Moderate-to-Severe Disabilities. Special education teachers, those who work
with students with moderate-to-severe disabilities, are a specific group positioned to have
unfair evaluations. These teachers can have poor value-added scores because “alternate
assessments, which are reserved for students with significant cognitive disabilities, are
not grade-level specific” (Steinbrecher, Selig, Cosbey, & Thorstensen, 2014, p. 324). A
study by Collins (2014) revealed that 24.4% of the 384 teachers surveyed responded that
“inconsistencies were caused by the different types of students they taught, and
specifically referenced English language learner (ELL) and transition students as well as
high-achieving and gifted students as those responsible for score inconsistencies” (p. 9).
That same study shared a teacher’s explanation of her inconsistent scores, “Since I am
teaching 5th grade ELL, I have been categorized as ineffective because my students don't
grow when coming from 4th grade all Spanish to 5th grade all English [classroom]”
(Collins, 2014, p. 9). Collins’ study is a prime example of how ability grouping can cause
the teachers of special populations to be disproportionally labeled as ineffective.
Another reason for value-added bias is that special education students are not
tested on what they learned, but on a set of grade-level standards. Steinbrecher et al.
(2014) refer to this disparity as a construct shift. The next reason is called floor effect. It
occurs when “student growth may have occurred over the academic year, but if the
student's level of achievement remains below the threshold set for the grade level
assessment, it will appear that no change took place” (Steinbrecher et al., 2014, p. 326).
Steinbrecher et al. (2014) also discuss how accommodations are not always interpreted
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correctly, are not implemented correctly, or are even revoked on certain standardized
tests (p. 327). Benedict, Thomas, Kimerling, and Leko (2013) caution:
Evaluating general and special education teachers by the same evaluation methods
may fail to account for the important roles and responsibilities special education
teachers contribute to the cognitive and social development of students with
disabilities within the context of school communities. Despite the attention that
accountability policy has drawn to teacher evaluation methods, relatively little
research has been conducted in this domain – and even less involving special
education teachers. (p. 62)
Gifted Education. Teachers of gifted students, “those [teachers] that provide
supports and services for children who demonstrate high levels of aptitude or competence
in one or more domains,” can also have an increased risk of unfair evaluations (The
Council for Exceptional Children's Position on Special Education Teacher Evaluation,
2013, p. 76). These educators argued that gifted students are expected to thrive in a
regular classroom and show growth on standardized tests, but many school systems do
not give this exceptional group of students the same academic or financial support given
to other special-education groups (Subotnik, 2006, p. 2).
Most standardized tests are designed to capture the skills of average learners and
can be ineffective when describing the gains of gifted learners (Welsh, 2011, p. 750).
Gifted students may show minimal growth on a standardized test because of the ceiling
on the amount of knowledge the test can capture (Holloway-Libell, Amrein-Beardsley, &
Collins, 2012, p. 67; Welsh, 2011, p. 750). Welsh (2011) also states that once a student
scores at the advanced level on the state test, it becomes difficult to show growth because
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the student is at the top of the grading scale. Teachers of gifted students, therefore, appear
to be ineffective according to the value-added data (p. 750). In a study by Collins (2014)
a teacher of gifted students offered this explanation:
The first year, (my scores) were okay. Then as I began to teach the gifted
students, the scores continued to show negative growth. For the 2010-2011 school
year, the principal even told me that my scores revealed that I was one of the
worst teachers in the school. The school improvement officer observed my
teaching and reported that my teaching did not reflect the downward spiral in the
scores. (p. 9)
Legality Issues: Teacher Evaluations and Employment Decisions
As more educators find themselves in this new evaluation and accountability
paradigm, Miso (2012) suggests the “need to examine this form of assessment through an
open-minded yet critical lens. A study by Collins and Amrein-Beardsley (2014) found
that 30 states and the District of Columbia now have legislation that requires student
achievement data be used to significantly inform the criteria for the evaluation of teacher
effectiveness and subsequent decision-making efforts, a problematic strategy when many
studies show the value-added system to be unreliable. The New York Times wrote that
2,500 teachers in New York City are “currently part of a controversial experiment that
could result in teacher tenure, performance evaluations, and bonuses tied to student
improvement on standardized tests” using the value-added system (Medina, 2008).
Baker, Oluwole, and Green, (2013) report that value-added models show little reliability
and were not designed to infer teacher effectiveness (p. 2). Baker et al. (2013) also
reported that omitted variables and nonrandom sorting of students are some of the most
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common reasons that teacher-effect data are biased. They also concluded that error rates
range from 35%-50% with one year of data (p. 3). These evaluation methods put teachers
at risk of unfair evaluation, loss of tenure, and even wrongful dismissal (Pullin, D., 2013,
p. 3). Because these methods have been proven to be unreliable and the teachers are
given no opportunity to question the validity of the test or student test scores, it is
believed that wrongful dismissal cases may rise in number (Baker et. al., 2013, p. 5).
What has garnered the most controversy regarding the value-added model is the
attempt to link pay, determine retention, and grant tenure based on value-added data
(Caillier, 2010, p. 58). Public school administrators and teachers in Dallas, Texas, receive
cash awards based on changes in average test scores (Cawley, Heckman, & Vytlacil,
1999, p. 720). Holloway-Libell, Amrein-Beardsley, and Collins (2012) investigated four
Houston Special School District teachers who were terminated based on value-added
scores. One teacher, who taught students with special needs and was previously named
teacher-of-the-year, took her case to court. Her hearing officer ruled that her “high-needs
students likely limited her capacity to add value, regardless of what the statisticians
maintained” (p. 67). The hearing officer also added that the “teacher did not have
multiple years of consistent and statistically significant data in the subject areas she
taught to warrant such a high-stakes decision” (p. 67).
Teachers across the United States are concerned about the increased use of
VAMs. In 2012, the teachers’ union in the Chicago public schools went on strike to
reverse the increased use of value-added test scores in teacher evaluation (Condie,
Lefgren, & Sims, 2014, p. 76). The major part of past court cases over issues concerning
teacher evaluations and educator termination based on student data were won by school
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officials, upholding the use of VAMs. (Pullin, 2013, p. 4). However, Pullin (2013)
cautions policymakers against using VAMs for high-stakes decision-making. Because of
the unreliability of VAMs, the potential for successful legal challenges to their use is high
(p. 17). Pullin explains that legal actions could be taken if teachers argue that the use of
value-added estimates deprives them of a liberty by foreclosing their employment
opportunities (Pullin, D., 2013, p. 12).
The New York Times reported increased cheating based on high-stakes testing
and increased teacher accountability (Porter, 2015). “When you put a lot of weight on one
measure, people will try to do well on that measure; some things they do will be good, in
line with the objectives, while others will amount to cheating or gaming the system”
(Porter, 2015). Porter (2015) describes this phenomenon as Goodhart’s Law, after the
British economist Charles Goodhart which explains that when a measure becomes a
target, it ceases to be a good measure (p. 2).
As VAMs are increasingly used to make high-stakes employment decisions such
as tenure, pay, and termination, educators will continue to scrutinize the system. Tucker
and Stronge (2001) caution, “Using VAMs in these cases should be approached with
extreme caution because of statistical reliability issues as well as complications that are
sure to arise where VAMs meet the law of teacher evaluation and termination” (p. 32).
Job Satisfaction
“Job satisfaction refers to the degree to which teachers’ job-related needs such as
fulfillment, gratification, recognition for accomplishments, and satisfaction are being
met” (Evans, 1997; Tran, 2015, p.149). “Job-related stressors are the strongest predictor
of poor job satisfaction for teachers” (Von der Embse, Sandilos, Pendergast, & Mankin,
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2016, p. 309). Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2015) also report that teachers’ primary source of
job satisfaction was the actual process of teaching and seeing their pupils learn and grow;
however, overall dissatisfaction and job stress was related to numerous school-based
factors. These factors include: insufficient teacher autonomy, unsupportive school
environments, time pressure, student discipline, and negative social relations with
parents, colleagues, and the school leadership (p.188).
Teacher job satisfaction has declined from 62% in 2008 to 39% in 2013, its’
lowest level in 25 years (Metlife, 2013, p. 6). The MetLife survey found that the majority
of educators reported implementing the Common Core State Standards, creating and
maintaining an academically rigorous environment, and evaluating teacher effectiveness
are very challenging parts of the teaching profession (Metlife, 2013, p. 6).
Job Stress
A study by Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2015) revealed that many teachers have a high
degree of stress and symptoms of burnout (p. 181). A MetLife survey reports 51% of
teachers report feeling great stress several days a week, which is 15 percentage points
higher than the level reported in 1985. Tran (2015) connects teachers’ work stress to
“demands of administrators, colleagues, students, and parents,” as well as, “work
overload, student misbehavior, level of conflict with students and colleagues, and a lack
of recognition for accomplishments” (p. 148).
According to the respondents in a study by Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2015) “the
high degree of stress in the teaching profession had serious consequences” (p 186). The
study organized the participants’ responses into three categories of stress related
consequences: “exhaustion and psychosomatic symptoms, reduced accomplishment and
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loss of self-efficacy, and negative affect and loss of self-esteem” (Skaalvik & Saalvik,
2015, p. 186). Von der Embse et al. (2016) conducted a study of 1242 teachers in the
Southeastern United States, which indicated that supported teacher self-efficacy will
reduce stress associated with high-stakes accountability policies and increase job
satisfaction (p 308).
Hewitt (2015) explains that educators evaluated by value-added have “negative
perceptions about the fairness and accuracy of value-added, and are more opposed to its
use in educator evaluation.” Hewitt (2015) documented five unintended effects of the use
of value-added for teacher evaluations:
1) Educators increasingly game the system and teach to the test, 2) Teachers
increasingly leave the field, 3) Some educators seek to avoid working with certain
students and at certain schools, 4) Educators feel an increase in stress, pressure,
and anxiety, [and] 5) Educator collaboration is decreasing, and competition is
increasing. (p. 1)
Researchers still lack a full understanding of how teachers both perceive and
respond to the use of value-added evaluation methods (Harris, 2011; Hewitt 2015, p. 3).
Hewitt (2015) believes that “studying teacher perceptions will provide insight to both
researchers and practitioners on the successes and challenges of these new evaluation
systems” (p. 3).
Teacher Perceptions
Educational research has emphasized the need to understand the experiences and
perceptions of teachers in order to improve understanding the successes and challenges in
academic reform, and has indicated that “researchers should pay attention to the insight
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embedded in teachers’ response to change. However, there are notably few studies on
teacher perceptions of teacher evaluation reform” (Jiang et al., 2015, p. 105).
A study by Jiang et al. (2015) surveyed more than 12,000 teachers in Chicago
Public Schools, found that “although the majority of teachers are positive about the
[evaluation] system overall, teachers are concerned about the inclusion of student growth
in their evaluations (p.105). They also found that teachers’ perceptions of the evaluation
system are related to teacher characteristics, their perceptions of leadership, and their
professional community (p. 105).
Jiang et al. (2015) also documented various ways teachers respond to education
reforms: “Some actively push reform efforts, others actively resist them, and others may
comply but exert little effort to actually engage in the spirit of the reform” (p. 106). Jiang,
Sporte, and Luppescu continue that a teacher’s understanding and response to new policy
is “dependent on that teacher’s preexisting knowledge and worldview and his or her level
of engagement and buy-in” (p. 106). This study also reported that reforms that are
ambiguous or conflict with teachers’ values are often met with intense and negative
emotional reactions (Jiang et al., 2015, p. 106). This study also reported the “use of
school-wide value-added does little to differentiate levels of performance among all
teachers, and our findings indicate that teachers perceive this policy to be unfair, yet
finding alternative assessments that are perceived to be substantively equivalent to valueadded tests for teachers in non-tested subjects and grades has been a challenge” (p.113).
Support for Value-Added Measures
The use of VAMs for teacher evaluations is a significant shift away from the
long-standing, qualifications-based approach. Balch and Koedel (2014) find this shift in
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practice “appealing because research has consistently documented large differences in
teacher performance as measured by outputs, but has failed to link these differences to
observable teacher qualifications” (p. 3). Bratton (1998) says, “Holding teachers
responsible for their students' academic growth is more reasonable than expecting a class
as a whole to be above the national average” (p. 30). He continues, “We firmly believe
that the gain scores are far more indicative of the effects of the instructional staff in
schools than the raw scores or their derivatives” (Brattton, 1998, p. 30). Moreover,
because the VAMs focus on individual students, “value-added assessment provides
greater potential for teachers to identify weaknesses in curriculum, assist students who
are slipping from projected achievement levels, and enact appropriate modifications to
their classroom” (Misco, 2008, p. 12). The creators of VAMs hold that the value-added
data show teacher effect is the principal factor affecting student academic gain, and that
classroom variables have relatively little effect on academic gain (Wright, Horn, &
Sanders, 1997, p. 57). Some advocates of the value-added system also believe it offers a
great deal of information that can lead to school improvement, and many schools are
using the method “enthusiastically for tracking school performance, determining
professional development needs and identifying effective teachers, without tying it to
teacher pay” (Rothman, 2010, p. 20).
The Center for Public Education clarifies that student achievement and classroom
observations are not the only measures used to evaluate teachers. In most states,
“student/parent surveys, lesson plan reviews, teacher self-reflections and student artifacts
are just some of the other measures included in teacher evaluation systems” (Hull, 2013).
Hull (2013) explains that each of these measures have their strengths in providing
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teacher’s valuable feedback about their instructional practices. The Center for Public
Education conducted a study that found little evidence to support the various methods of
teacher evaluations actually predict teachers’ impact on student learning, with the
exception is student surveys (Hull, 2013). “In fact, a recent study by the Gates
Foundation found that a high-quality researched-based student survey can accurately
measure a teacher’s future effectiveness and can enhance the accuracy of an evaluation
system when combined with measures of student achievement and classroom
observations” (Hull, 2013).
Criticisms of Value-Added Teacher Evaluations
There is much data that supports the numerous problems found with teacher
evaluations. Some of the problems deal with the unreliability and lack of validity of the
methods with which the data were collected. Other problems deal with some of the
negative consequences of assessment (Papanastasiou, 1999, p.23). Papanastasiou (1999)
stated, “No single evaluation instrument can capture all aspects of a teacher’s
performance and skills” (p. 23).
Papanastasiou (1999) explained, "States and school districts have been using a
variety of evaluation methods to assess the job performance of teachers on a continuous
basis including classroom observations by principals and other administrators, rating
scales, evaluation by students, and the use of student achievement” data (p. 17).
Papanastasiou also discussed how teacher evaluation instruments are not sensitive to
measuring innovative teachers, or differences in teaching techniques and strategies across
different content areas” (p.17).
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Educational research indicates that student achievement data is an unacceptable
indicator of teacher performance since multiple factors account for the variation in
student achievement. These factors include students’ academic abilities, the district's
curriculum, and the workload that is assigned to individual teachers each year (Conley &
Bacharach, 1990). Also, the performance of students in a particular grade level does not
rely solely on the teaching that has taken place in that same year (Papanastasiou, 1999, p.
20). A student's performance "is something that students acquire over many years, as they
pass from classroom to classroom, grade to grade, and building to building. Teachers in
junior high/middle school, for example, are dependent on the educational experiences
that teachers in elementary schools provide students. Teachers are also dependent on each
other to maintain consistent policies, such as homework and discipline practices from
classroom to classroom" (Conley & Bacharach, 1990, p. 314).
Student achievement data is also deficient in the area of teacher feedback. Valueadded data does not provide any useful and constructive information on what teachers
should improve or continue doing while teaching (Papanastasiou, 1999, p. 21). "This
failure often results in teachers believing that they can do very little to control the results
of their evaluation. In turn, this lack of efficacy will often result in teacher indifference
and possible burnout" (Conley & Bacharach, 1990, p.311). Papanastasiou (1999)
suggests that a more appropriate solution to teacher evaluations would be for teachers to
be assessed based on student progress rather than absolute achievement scores.
Summary
Despite opposing claims, value-added measures do not accurately capture the
learning of all students. They are, therefore, unreliable measures of teacher effectiveness

28

because value-added measures do not take into account differences in learning rates, the
dissimilarity of subtests used, and the need for multiple assessment measures. “Critics
caution against the over-reliance on value-added for evaluative purposes, raising
concerns about the accuracy and stability of the measures and the potential for VAMbased incentives to narrow and over-simplify schooling curricula” (Balch & Koedel,
2014, p. 3). Most researchers, both advocates and opponents of VAMs, explain that these
measures should be used with caution. Mardar (2012) says, “Expert advice on valueadded modeling always says that it should at most be used as a component of evaluation,
in combination with other factors. VAMs provide data and can help identify real
problems; however, “like the humans that created it, it is fallible” (Mardar, 2012, p.161).
More research is needed to determine how educators perceive and respond to the use of
value-added data for teacher accountability. Further research could aid in informing
policy makers and evaluating the “extent to which these policies are achieving their
intended effects, as well causing as any unanticipated and unintended consequences”
(Hewitt, 2015, p. 34).
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Introduction
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the relationship between
Tennessee teachers' perceptions of the quality of the current TVAAS-based teacher
evaluation system, their self-reported average scores on this teacher evaluation system,
and their satisfaction with teaching in general. From this general purpose the following
four research questions derive:
Research Question 1: What are selected TN teachers’ perceptions of the TVAASbased teacher evaluation system in terms of its fairness, accuracy,
understandability, and need for revision?
Research Question 2: How do selected TN teachers’ average self-reported scores
on the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system differ by demographic
characteristics? (Gender, age, ethnicity, degree completion, years of teaching
experience, years at current school, subject matter taught, and place of
employment.)
Research Question 3: How do selected TN teachers’ reported level of job
satisfaction differ by demographic characteristics? (Gender, age, ethnicity, degree
completion, years of teaching experience, years at current school, subject matter
taught, and place of employment.)
Research Question 4: What relationships are observed between selected TN
teachers’ ratings of the quality of the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system,
their self-reported average scores on that teacher evaluation system, and their
level of satisfaction with their jobs, both sample-wide and by respondents’
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demographic characteristics? (Gender, age, ethnicity, degree completion, years of
teaching experience, years at current school, subject matter taught, and place of
employment.)
The sections below describe this study’s research design, population of interest
and sampling procedures, instrumentation, and procedures for data collection and data
analysis. The chapter concludes with a summary of the main points made in each of these
sections.
Research Design
The research design represents the plan and blueprint of the study. Broadly
speaking, research designs may be classified as quantitative, qualitative, or “mixed”
methods and within these types there are many variations.
As this study offered more in the way of numeric than narrative description, its
general character is quantitative, but its specific intent was correlational: an effort to
establish non-causal linkages between variables using statistical measures of association
and difference. As this study targeted “current attitudes, beliefs, opinions, or practices”
(Creswell, 2008, p. 389) and sought to establish within- and between-group trends among
them, its design may be more specifically described as survey research. Yielding data
derived from a set of pre-determined responses to a series of questions, survey research
generates item frequencies and scale means and can be classified as either cross-sectional
or longitudinal, depending on the number of times a particular group of individuals was
surveyed. Administered one time only to a specific group of individuals, a questionnaire
represents this study’s central data collection instrument; its constituent items tailored to
the answer the five research questions previously outlined.
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Sampling
A convenience sample was taken from a rural district in the mid-south area. Of
the eight schools in the district, teachers were drawn from the district’s two middle
schools. Serving approximately 890 students in grades 6-8, these two schools are staffed
by four administrators and 60 certified teaching staff. (Department of Education website,
2012), all of whom were regarded as potential study participants. A cursory inspection of
the demographic characteristics of the potential participants revealed some variation
among them by age, gender, and ethnicity and suggests the possibility of some difference
in their perceptions of the TVAAS system and the outcomes of their evaluation under that
system.
Instrumentation
The survey used in collecting the relevant data from the sample of teachers, was
divided into three sections (Appendix A). In the first section of the instrument, the
respondents will be asked eight background questions concerning their gender, ethnicity,
age, years of teaching experience, highest level of educational attainment, school tenure,
school membership, and subject area taught and tested. In the second section of the
instrument, respondents will be asked to review the quality of the TVAAS evaluation
system on a 6-point scale with respect to four criteria: fairness, accuracy,
understandability, and need for revision. Immediately thereafter, teachers will be asked to
self-report their three-year average TVAAS score, as above the norm (above 3), at the
norm (around 3), or below the norm (below 3). In the third and final section of the
instrument, teachers will be asked to respond to 20 Likert-type items that index their job
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satisfaction and that have been drawn from the Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire or PTO
(Bentley & Rempel, 1968, 1980).
Measuring 10 factors in Likert-type format, the Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire
(Bentley & Rempel, 1968, 1980) is a standardized instrument that solicits teachers’ level
of agreement with a series of 100 items. All aimed at assessing some facet of teacher
morale, the items in varying numbers have as their targets the 10 domains. These
domains were created to gauge overall teacher job satisfaction by measuring the
following: Teacher Rapport with the Principal, Rapport among Teachers, Teacher Salary,
Teacher Load, Curriculum Issues, Teacher Status, School Facilities and Services,
Community Support, Community Pressures, and, last but not least, Satisfaction with
Teaching. In the context of the instrument, satisfaction with teaching pertains to teachers’
relationships with students and concerns, in particular, their satisfaction with being
students’ instructor. In terms of morale, the teachers with higher morale love to teach,
feel competent in his/her job, enjoy his/her students, and believe in the future of teaching
as a profession.
Bentley and Rempel (1968) reported that the test-retest reliability for the overall
PTO was .87, with the reliability coefficients for the 10 subscales ranging from .62 to .88.
However, Bentley and Remple go on to note that fully 9 of the 10 subscales had testretest coefficients greater than .75, with the weakest coefficient (r = 0.62) observed for
the Community Pressure subscale. According to Purdue University, permission is no
longer needed to use the PTO because the copyright protection has expired, an indicator
of the PTO’s validity as a research measure.
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Data Collection
First, IRB approval was received from The University of Memphis Institutional
Review Board (Appendix B). Next, a letter requesting permission (Appendix C) and a
copy of the survey were submitted to the Director of Schools for approval. With
permission from the director of schools and the principals from each school (Appendix
D), the researcher subsequently send each certified middle school teacher the link to the
instrument, previously mounted online as a Survey Monkey survey. The 60 teachers were
contacted via the district e-mail system and their email addresses obtained through the
district’s public school website. To maximize participation, each teacher received a
private email with the link to the survey (Appendix E). This survey link contained the
informed consent document. As teachers open the survey link, they were informed of the
purpose, goals and overview of the survey (Appendix F). Teachers then had the option to
accept or decline participation in the study. Upon choosing yes, the teacher confirmed
they understand the conditions of the survey and wished to participate. If they chose to
decline participation, they were prompted to exit the survey immediately. To protect the
confidentiality of participating teachers, access to all surveys was restricted to the
researcher and committee members at the University of Memphis, and any information
leading to the identification of a respondent was either purged or rendered obscure.
Data Analysis
After the teacher responses were received, the data was downloaded into SPSS
23.0 for additional analysis. In addition to obtaining frequencies and percentages
pertinent to all survey items, respondent-level means and standard deviations were
computed across the four TVAAS evaluation criteria and the 20 items concerning
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Satisfaction with Teaching. With respect to Research Question 1, TVAAS evaluation
scale means was compared across the groups denoted by the demographic variables
named in the question, using either the independent t-test or the one-way Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA) contingent on the number of levels suggested by the composition of
the variable itself or the distribution of the data. With respect to Research Question 2,
teachers’ self-reported TVAAS evaluation scores were compared across the groups
denoted by the demographic variables named in the question, using either the MannWhitney U Test (the non-parametric alternative to the independent t-test) or the Kruskal Wallis test (the non-parametric alternative to the one-way Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA)) contingent on the number of levels suggested by the composition of the
variable itself or the distribution of the data. As with Research Question 1, Satisfaction
with Teaching scale means were compared to answer Research Question 3. Across the
groups denoted by the demographic variables named in the question, either the
independent t-test or the one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) were employed to
determine whether the group differences are statistically significant, again contingent on
the number of levels suggested by the composition of the variable itself or the manner of
the data’s distribution. For Research Question 4, appropriate measures of association
(such as the Pearson Product Moment Correlation and the Spearman Rank Correlation)
were computed across all respondents and inspected for statistical significance, and the
measures of association were computed for all subgroups and subsequently tested for
differences that are statistically significant using the Fisher r to z transformation.
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Summary
The study employed a survey research design to explore any relationship between
teachers' perceptions of the quality of current TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system,
their self-reported average scores on this teacher evaluation system, and their satisfaction
with teaching in general. Sixty teachers at two middle schools in the district were
surveyed and their responses were collected in Survey Monkey. Once downloaded into
SPSS, the data was analyzed using such statistical procedures as the independent t-test or
the Analysis of Variance to determine group differences, and such measures of
association as the Pearson Product Moment Correlation and the Spearman Rank
Correlation to identify relationships in the aggregate and by subgroups.

36

Chapter 4: Results
The present study sought to investigate the relationships among three variables—
teachers' perceptions of the quality of the current "TVAAS-based" teacher evaluation
system, their self-reported average scores on this system, and their satisfaction with
teaching in general—and to determine whether differences in the significance of these
relationships are observed when subgroups are examined. Derived from this general
purpose are the following four research questions:
Research Question 1: What are selected TN teachers’ perceptions of the TVAASbased teacher evaluation system in terms of its fairness, accuracy,
understandability, and need for revision?
Research Question 2: How do selected TN teachers’ average self-reported scores
on the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system differ by demographic
characteristics? (Gender, age, ethnicity, degree completion, years of teaching
experience, years at current school, subject matter taught, and place of
employment.)
Research Question 3: How do selected TN teachers’ reported level of job
satisfaction differ by demographic characteristics? (Gender, age, ethnicity, degree
completion, years of teaching experience, years at current school, subject matter
taught, and place of employment.)
Research Question 4: What relationships are observed between selected TN
teachers’ ratings of the quality of the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system,
their self-reported average scores on that teacher evaluation system, and their
level of satisfaction with their jobs, both sample-wide and by respondents’
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demographic characteristics? (Gender, age, ethnicity, degree completion, years of
teaching experience, years at current school, subject matter taught, and place of
employment.)
After a brief description of the demographic characteristics of the individuals who
responded to the questionnaire, the chapter then turns to outlining the analytic procedures
and providing the statistical outcomes pertinent to answering the research questions.
Concluding the chapter is a short summary of what was learned from these analyses.
Sample
Overall analysis. Thirty-nine teachers at two middle schools provided sufficient
information for use in subsequent analyses as shown in Table 1. The majority (84.6%) of
the sample were female, most of these teachers were under 45 years of age (76.8%), with
roughly half indicating that they had been teaching 13 or fewer years (48.7%), had been
working at their present school five or fewer years (53.8%), and were providing
instruction in such core subject areas as mathematics, language, or reading (51.3%). The
majority of these teacher respondents had earned at least a Masters’ degree (79.5%) and,
in commensurate numbers, had been scored “above three” as a three-year average on the
TVAAS-based teacher evaluation (71.8%). With none of the respondents indicating that
they had been scored “below three,” the remaining 28.2% indicated that they had been
scored “about three.”
School descriptions. The two schools in this analysis are from the same district.
These schools are similar in student population, gender, ethnicities, and socio-economic
levels but have significantly different achievement scores based on state TVAAS results
over the past three years. School A was named a focus school in 2013 for achievement
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gaps. In general, focus schools are the 10% of schools in the state with the largest
achievement gaps between groups of students, such as racial and ethnic groups, students
from economically disadvantaged backgrounds, students with disabilities and Englishlanguage learners. School B was named a reward school by the state of Tennessee for
progress in both the 2013 and 2014 school years. Schools are designated as a reward
school for progress or for having high student growth. A one-year TVAAS school
composite score determines this designation.
Research Question 1
What are selected TN teachers’ perceptions of the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation
system in terms of its fairness, accuracy, understandability, and need for revision?
Teachers’ perceptions of the quality of the TVAAS evaluation system are
presented as item-level frequencies and percentages in Table 2 and as means and standard
deviations in Table 3. Inspection of the two tables indicates that most teachers’ responses
tend to cluster around the mid-point of the 6-point response scale and to skew slightly
negative. While the degree of this skew is about the same for the fairness (M = 3.26, SD =
1.07) and accuracy (M= 3.15, SD = 1.04) criteria, it seems somewhat more pronounced
with respect to ease of understanding (M = 3.03, SD = 1.18) and significantly more
pronounced with respect to need for revision (M = 2.67, SD= 1.01). Figure 1 graphically
depicts these outcomes and their relationships.
As more fully described in Table 4, use of the Friedman procedure to test for
differences among these means suggested that at least one of 6 possible comparisons was
statistically significant (x2 (3) = 19.78, p < .001). When followed up with the Wilcoxson
procedure: the comparisons involving fairness versus the need for revision (g = 1.20) and
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accuracy versus the need for revision (g = 1.00) proved to be both statistically and
substantively noteworthy.
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Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (N = 39)
Characteristic

n

%

Male
Female

6
33

15.4
84.6

20 to 35
36 to 45
More than 45

10
20
9

25.6
51.3
23.1

Years of Experience
13 or fewer
More than 13

19
20

48.7
51.3

8
22
9

20.5
56.4
23.1

21
17

53.8
43.6

Mathematics/Reading/Language 20
Other Area
19

51.3
48.7

School A
School B

16
23

41
59

11
28

28.2
71.8

Gender

Age in Years

Highest Degree
Below Masters
Masters
Above Masters
Years at Present School
5 or fewer
More than 5
Subject Taught

School

TVAAS Three-Year Average
About Three
Above Three
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Table 2
Item-level Frequencies and Percentages Pertinent to Four Criteria for Assessing the
Quality of the TVAAS-based Teacher Evaluation System

Criterion

Fairness

Very
5.1
(2)

Negative Ratings
%

Percent Positive
%

Unfair

Fair

Mostly
17.9
(7)

Somewhat
33.3
(13)

Somewhat
35.9
(14)

Inaccurate
Accuracy

Very
5.1
(2)

Mostly
23.1
(9)

Very
15.4
(6)

Mostly
10.3
(4)

Somewhat
28.2
(11)

Somewhat
41.0
(16)

All
12.8
(5)

Many
33.3
(13)

Mostly
0.0
(0)

Very
2.6
(1)

Easy
Somewhat
41.0
(16)

Somewhat
23.1
(9)

Major
Need for
Revisions

Very
2.6
(1)

Accurate

Difficult
Easy to
Understand

Mostly
5.1
(2)

Mostly
10.3
(4)

Very
0.0
(0)

Minor
Some
28.2
(11)
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Some
25.6
(10)

Few
0.0
(0)

None
0.0
(0)

Table 3
Measures of Central Tendency and Variability Pertinent to Four Criteria for Assessing
the Quality of the TVAAS-based Teacher Evaluation System
Criterion

M

SD

Mdn

Range

% Neg

% Pos

Fairness

3.26

1.07

3.0

5.0

56.4

43.6

Accuracy

3.15

1.04

3.0

5.0

56.4

43.6

Easy to Understand

3.03

1.18

3.0

4.0

66.7

33.3

Need for Revisions

2.67

1.01

3.0

3.0

74.4

25.6

Overall

3.03

0.93

3.00

4.25

63.48

36.53

6.0

5.0

4.0
3.3

3.2

3.0

3.0

2.7

2.0

1.0

0.0
Fairness

Accuracy

Easy to
Understand

Need for
Revisions

Figure 1. Means of criteria for assessing the teacher evaluation system.
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Table 4
Summary of Testing Means Pertinent to Four Criteria for Assessing the Quality of the
TVAAS-based Teacher Evaluation System

Criterion

M Rank

1

1. Fairness

2.79

X

2. Accuracy

2.67

3. Easy to Understand

2.63

4. Need for Revisions

1.91

2

3

4
-1.20

X

-1.00
X
X

Note. Highly statistically significant within-subject differences were observed
when a Friedman test was conducted across all respondents ( 2(3) = 19.78, p <
.001). In the cells comprising the matrix above are the effect sizes linked to
running Wilcoxon signed ranks tests for all 6 possible comparisons. Where blank
cells indicate differences that were not statistically significant when corrected for
multiple comparisons (that is, p < .008), filled cells with positively signed numbers
indicate significant effects where the mean rank for the numbered criterion at the
left is higher than the mean rank for the numbered criterion above. Conversely,
filled cells with negatively signed numbers indicate significant effects where the
mean rank for the numbered criterion at the left is lower than the mean rank for the
numbered criterion above.
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To summarize each respondent’s judgment of the evaluation system, a single
mean was computed from the four criteria scores. With respect to these means, either an
independent t-test or a One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) was conducted on
group means by teachers’ gender, age, ethnicity, degree completion, years of teaching
experience, years at current school, subject matter taught, and place of employment. With
respect to the t-test outcomes shown in Table 5, only the respondent ratings by years of
teaching experience proved to be statistically significant (t(37) = 2.89, p =.01, g =0.85) ,
with those teachers having less experience (M = 3.41, SD = 0.83) rating the TVAAS
system more positively than those with more experience.(M = 2.66, SD = 0.89). As
shown in Table 6, neither the ANOVA involving age nor the one involving level of
education proved to be statistically significantly different.
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Table 5
Two-Group Comparisons of Mean TVAAS Ratings by Demographic Characteristics

Male
(n = 6)
Gender

Female
(n = 33)

M

SD

M

SD

3.54

0.56

2.93

0.95

School A
(n = 16)
Location

School B
(n = 23)

M

SD

M

SD

2.91

0.85

3.11

0.99

13 or fewer years
(n = 19)
Experience

More than 13 years
(n = 20)

M

SD

M

SD

3.41

0.83

2.66

0.89

Five Years or Fewer
(n = 21)

More than Five Years
(n = 17)

t (37)

p=

1.51

0.14

t (37)

p=

-0.67

0.51

t (37)

p=

2.71

0.01

t(36)

p=

0.46

0.65

t(37)

p=

-0.09

0.93

Tenure
M

SD

M

SD

3.08

1.06

2.94

0.79

Math/Language
(n = 20)
Subject
Matter

Other
(n = 19)

M

SD

M

SD

3.01

0.94

3.04

0.94
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Table 6
Three-Group Comparisons of Mean TVAAS Ratings by Demographic Characteristics
Age
35 years or younger 36 to 45 years 46 years or older
(n = 10)
(n = 20)
(n = 9)
M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

3.45

0.89

2.88

0.98

2.89

0.79

F(2, 36)

p=

1.45

0.25

F(2, 36)

p=

0.95

0.39

Education
Below Masters
(n = 8)

Masters
(n = 22)

Above Masters
(n = 9)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

3.34

1.01

3.03

0.85

2.72

1.05
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Research Question 2
How do selected TN teachers’ average self-reported scores on the TVAAS-based teacher
evaluation system differ by demographic characteristics? (Gender, age, ethnicity, degree
completion, years of teaching experience, years at current school, subject matter taught,
and place of employment.)
As previously mentioned, the majority (71.8%) of the teachers in the sample
indicated their scoring “above average” on the TVAAS evaluation system, with the
remainder indicating that their three-year average on the TVAAS-based evaluation
system to be “about average.” Given the restricted range on this variable and the small
sample size, finding relationships between the TVAAS-ratings and the aforementioned
demographic characteristic proved impossible in some cases—since all males had “above
average” TVAAS scores, the gender analysis could be not be completed at all—and
difficult in other cases.
Gender aside, the demographic data by TVAAS ratings were placed into either 2
X 2 cell tables (Table 7) or 3 X 2 cell tables (Table 8) and chi-square tests of
independence conducted. For all 7 variables, none of these tests indicated a statistically
significant relationship between a teacher’s TVAAS evaluation score and his/her personal
or professional characteristics. It should be noted however that one such characteristic
was significant at p < .10: whereas nearly 85% of the 19 teachers with fewer years of
teaching experience were awarded “above average” TVAAS scores, only about 60% of
the 20 teachers with more experienced were so awarded (c2 (1) = 2.82, p = .09, f = - .027)
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Table 7
Results of 2 X 2 Chi-Square Tests of Independence of Teachers’ Three-Year Average TVAAS Scores by Demographic Characteristics

Gender

Experience

Tenure

Subject
Matter

School

Male
Female

About Three
n
%
0
0.0
11
33.3

Above Three
n
%
6
100.0
22
66.7

13 or fewer years
More than 13 years

About Three
n
%
3
15.8
8
40.0

Above Three
n
%
16
84.2
12
60.0

Five years or fewer
More than five years

About Three
n
%
5
23.8
6
35.3

Above Three
n
%
16
76.2
11
64.7

Math/Reading/LA
Other areas

About Three
n
%
6
30.0
5
26.3

Above Three
n
%
14
70.0
14
73.7

A
B

About Three
n
%
6
37.5
5
21.7

Above Three
n
%
10
62.5
18
78.3

p =

f

2.79

0.10

-0.27

Total

c

p =

f

19
20

2.82

0.09

-0.27

Total

c

p =

f

21
17

0.60

0.44

-0.13

Total

c

p =

f

20
19

0.07

0.80

0.04

Total

c

p =

f

16
23

1.16

0.28

0.17

Total

c

6
33

2

2

2

2

2

Note. Across all respondents, roughly 28.2% scored “about three” on TVAAS, while 71.8% scored “above three” on TVAAS.
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Table 8
Results of 3 X 2 Chi-Square Tests of Independence of Teachers’ Three-Year Average TVAAS Scores by Demographic Characteristic

Age

Education

35 years or younger
36 to 45 years
46 years or older

About Three
n
%
2
20.0
6
30.0
3
33.3

Above Three
n
%
8
80.0
14
70.0
6
66.7

Below Masters
Masters
Above Masters

About Three
n
%
0
0.0
7
31.8
4
44.4

Above Three
n
%
8
100.0
15
68.2
5
55.6
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p =

f

0.48

0.79

0.11

Total

c

p =

f

8
22
9

4.46

0.11

0.34

Total

c

10
20
9

2

2

Research Question 3
How do selected TN teachers’ reported level of job satisfaction differ by demographic
characteristics? (Gender, age, ethnicity, degree completion, years of teaching experience, years
at current school, subject matter taught, and place of employment.)
As inspection of the item-level statistics presented in Table 9 reveals, the sampled
teachers tend to be very satisfied with their work, with most positively worded items exceeding
80% agreement. As the note to Table 9 indicates, the grand mean across the 20 items was 3.26,
suggesting that most respondents tended to either “probably” or “definitely” disagree with
negatively-worded statements and to “probably” or “definitely” agree with positively-worded
statements.
Consistent with the outcomes involving teachers’ demographic characteristics and their
TVAAS scores, there appeared to be no difference in teachers’ level of satisfaction, whether
tested with an independent t-test (see Table 10) or a One-Way ANOVA. However, one
characteristic did appear to distinguish between groups: namely, “years of experience” (t(37) =
2.71, p = .01, g = 0.56), with teachers having fewer years of experience expressing more
satisfaction with teaching (M = 3.41, SD = 0.83) than their colleagues with more years (M =
2.66, SD = 0.89).
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Table 9
Item-level Frequencies and Percentages Pertinent to Sampled Teachers’ Satisfaction with
Teaching

Item

Definitely Probably Probably Definitely
disagree disagree
agree
agree
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)

1. Teaching gives me a great deal of
personal satisfaction.

0.0
(0)

5.1
(2)

28.2
(11)

66.7
(26)

2. Teaching enables me to make my
greatest contribution to society.

2.6
(1)

0.0
(0)

33.3
(13)

64.1
(25)

3. I love to teach.

0.0
(0)

10.3
(4)

17.9
(7)

71.8
(28)

4. If I could plan my career again, I
would choose teaching.

7.7
(3)

30.8
(12)

23.1
(9)

38.5
(15)

5. I would recommend teaching as
an occupation to students of high
scholastic ability.
6. If I could earn as much money in
another occupation, I would stop
teaching.
7. I find my contacts with students,
for the most part, highly satisfying
and rewarding.

20.5
(8)

30.8
(12)

30.8
(12)

17.9
(7)

20.5
(8)

41.0
(16)

20.5
(8)

17.9
(7)

0.0
(0)

5.1
(2)

23.1
(9)

71.8
(28)

8. I feel that I am an important part
of this school system.

0.0
(0)

10.3
(4)

56.4
(22)

33.3
(13)

9. I feel successful and competent in
my present position.

0.0
(0)

5.1
(2)

35.9
(14)

59.0
(23)

10. I enjoy working with student
organizations, clubs, and societies.

2.6
(1)

12.8
(5)

43.6
(17)

41.0
(16)

(Table 9 continues)
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(Table 9 continued)
Definitely
disagree
(%)

Probably
disagree
(%)

Probably
agree
(%)

Definitely
agree
(%)

11. I am at a disadvantage
professionally because other
teachers are better prepared to
teach than I am.

53.8
(21)

43.6
(17)

2.6
(1)

0.0
(0)

12. As far as I know, the other
teachers think I am a good
teacher.
13. The “stress and strain”
resulting from teaching makes
teaching undesirable for me.

0.0
(0)

2.6
(1)

82.1
(32)

15.4
(6)

21.1

42.1

26.3

10.5

(8)

(16)

(10)

(4)

14. Most of the actions of
students irritate me.

43.6
(17)

48.7
(19)

5.1
(2)

2.6
(1)

15. My students regard me with
respect and seem to have
confidence in my professional
ability.

2.6
(1)

5.1
(2)

46.2
(18)

46.2
(18)

16. My students appreciate the
help I give them with their
schoolwork.

0.0
(0)

12.8
(5)

53.8
(21)

33.3
(13)

17. To me there is no more
challenging work than teaching.

5.1
(2)

20.5
(8)

43.6
(17)

30.8
(12)

18. As a teacher, I think I am as
competent as most other teachers.

2.6
(1)

2.6
(1)

38.5
(15)

56.4
(22)

19. I really enjoy working with
my students.

2.6
(1)

2.6
(1)

21.1
(8)

73.7
(28)

20. I am well satisfied with my
present teaching position.

0.0
(0)

10.5
(4)

42.1
(16)

47.4
(18)

Item

Note. Across all respondents, M = 3.26, SD = .45.
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Table 10
Two-Group Comparisons of Mean Satisfaction Ratings with Teaching by Demographic
Characteristics

Male
(n = 6)
Gender

Female
(n = 33)

M

SD

M

SD

3.54

0.56

2.93

0.95

School A
(n = 16)
Location

School B
(n = 23)

M

SD

M

SD

2.91

0.85

3.11

0.99

13 or fewer years
(n = 19)
Experience

More than 13 years
(n = 20)

M

SD

M

SD

3.41

0.83

2.66

0.89

Five Years or Fewer
(n = 21)

More than Five Years
(n = 17)

t (37)

p=

1.51

0.14

t (37)

p=

-0.67

0.51

t (37)

p=

2.71

0.01

t(36)

p=

0.46

0.65

t(37)

p=

-0.09

0.93

Tenure

Subject
Matter

M

SD

M

SD

3.08

1.06

2.94

0.79

Math/Language
(n = 20)

Other
(n = 19)

M

SD

M

SD

3.01

0.94

3.04

0.94
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Table 11
Three-Group Comparisons of Mean Satisfaction Ratings with Teaching by Demographic
Characteristics
Age
35 years or younger
(n = 10)
M
3.31

SD
0.43

36 to 45 years
(n = 20)
M
3.24

SD
0.42

46 years or older
(n = 9)
M
3.27

SD
0.57

F(2, 36)

p=

0.08

0.92

F(2, 36)

p=

0.56

0.58

Education
Below Masters
(n = 8)
M
3.35

SD
0.38

Masters
(n = 22)
M
3.20

SD
0.51

Above Masters
(n = 9)
M
3.35

SD
0.34
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Research Questions 4
What relationships are observed between selected TN teachers’ ratings of the quality of the
TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system, their self-reported average scores on that teacher
evaluation system, and their level of satisfaction with their jobs, both sample-wide and by
respondents’ demographic characteristics? (Gender, age, ethnicity, degree completion, years of
teaching experience, years at current school, subject matter taught, and place of employment.)
To explore the relationships between teachers’ mean ratings of TVAAS, their scores
under this system, and their average satisfaction with teaching, correlations were computed
across all respondents (see Table 12) as well as for respondent subgroups (see Table 13). As
Table 12 shows, no statistically significant relationship was observed between teacher
satisfaction and either TVAAS-related measure: whether teachers’ mean assessment of the
TVAAS system (r = 0.25, p =.13) or their being assessed under the TVAAS system (r = 0.24, p
=.14). On the other hand, a statistically significant relationship was observed between these two
TVAAS-related measures, an indication that their evaluation of the TVAAS system was in some
measure a function of how they had been evaluated (r = 0.42, p = .007).
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Table 12
Summary of Correlations among the Three Outcomes in the Aggregate

All Respondents (N = 39)
Outcome
1. TVAAS Average
2. TVAAS Evaluation

2

3

0.42*

0.25

.007

.130

x

0.24
.141

3. Satisfaction Mean

x

Among the 16 subgroups of teachers categorized by demographic characteristics (see
Table 13), statistically significant relationships between the aforementioned two TVAAS
measures were observed in five instances: for female teachers (r = 0.39, p = .024) but not males;
for teachers whose tenure was greater than five years (r = 0.54, p = .024) but not five or fewer
years; for teachers teaching “other subjects” (r = 0.55, p = .015) but not core areas; for School A
teachers (r = 0.54, p = .031) but not those at School B; and for teachers older than 45 years (r =
0.76, p = .02), but not those in the two other age categories. While a statistically significant
relationship between teachers’ assessment of TVAAS and their level of satisfaction was
observed only once—among School A teachers (r = 0.55, p = .026)—a relationship between
teachers’ self-reported average TVAAS evaluation score and their average level of satisfaction
with teaching was seen more frequently: namely, for teachers whose tenure was greater than five
years (r = 0.52 p = .032) but not five or fewer years; for teachers teaching “other subjects” (r =
0.47, p = .045) but not core areas; for School A teachers (r = 0.54, p = .032) but not those at
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School B; for teachers older than 45 years (r = 0.82, p = .01), but not those in the two other age
groups; and for teachers holding a Master’s Degree of higher (r = 0.68, p = .04), but not those at
lower levels of educational attainment.
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Table 13
Summary of Correlations among the Three Outcomes by Demographic Characteristics
Gender
Female
Outcome
1. TVAAS Average
2. TVAAS Evaluation

Male

2

3

0.39*

0.30

.024

.094

x

0.25

2

3

x

0.44

.155

.385

x

x

3. Satisfaction Mean

Experience in Years
13 or Fewer
Outcome
1. TVAAS Average
2. TVAAS Evaluation

More Than 13

2

3

2

3

0.35

0.08

0.36

0.30

.137

.744

.118

.197

x

0.37

x

0.11

3. Satisfaction Mean

.121

.634

x

x

(Table 13 continues)
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(Table 13 continued)
Tenure in Years
5 or Fewer
Outcome
1. TVAAS Average
2. TVAAS Evaluation

More than 5

2

3

2

3

0.34

0.19

0.54*

0.39

.127

.419

.024

.118

x

0.11

x

0.52*

.621

.032

x

x

3. Satisfaction Mean

Subject Matter
Math/Language
Outcome
1. TVAAS Average
2. TVAAS Evaluation

Other Area

2

3

2

3

0.31

0.18

0.55*

0.34

.189

.443

.015

.153

x

0.44

x

0.47*

.385
3. Satisfaction Mean

.045

x

x
School

School A
Outcome
1. TVAAS Average
2. TVAAS Evaluation

School B

2

3

2

3

0.54*

0.55*

0.33

0.08

.031

.026

.121

.708

x

0.54*

x

0.11

.032
x

3. Satisfaction Mean

.602
x
(Table 13 continues)
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(Table 13 continued)
Age in Years
35 or Younger
Outcome
1. TVAAS Average

2. TVAAS Evaluation

36 to 45

More than 45

2

3

2

3

2

3

0.56
0.09

0.14
0.71

0.23
0.33

0.12
0.62

0.76*
0.02

0.53
0.14

x

0.37
0.30

x

-0.09
0.71

x

0.82**
0.01

3. Satisfaction Mean

x

x

x

Education
Below Masters
Outcome
1. TVAAS Average

2. TVAAS Evaluation
3. Satisfaction Mean

Masters

Above Masters

2

3

2

3

2

3

NA

NA

0.35
0.11

0.24
0.28

0.60
0.09

0.39
0.30

x

.228
.587

x

0.14
0.54

x

0.68*
0.04

x

x

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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x

Summary
In most cases irrespective of demographic characteristics, teachers’ somewhat lukewarm
assessments of the TVAAS-based evaluation system were effectively summarized by their
judgments of the system’s extensive “need for revision”: a quality that teachers rated
significantly lower than the “fairness” and “accuracy” that they attributed to the system. When
examined across subgroups of teachers, there was little variation in teachers’ average TVAAS
scores and their level of satisfaction with teaching. However, when the relationships between
teachers’ assessments of the TVAAS-based evaluation system were examined concomitantly
with their average TVAAS scores and their level of satisfaction with teaching, statistically
significant correlations were observed across several of these subgroups.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations
Introduction
With continual change in content standards, shifting testing requirements, and
strengthened accountability, the teaching profession has become increasingly stressful in recent
years (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2015, p. 188). Many states rely on TVAAS data, to make
employment decisions such as raises, tenure, pay, retention, and termination (Jacob & Lefgren,
2006, p. 59). Due to the high-stakes nature of the assessment results, understanding how teachers
perceive this system, as well as how it affects job satisfaction is important. Therefore, the
research questions in this study sought to examine what relationship exists, if any, between
teachers’ perception of the TVAAS and their self reported average TVAAS scores, as well as,
teachers’ self reported average TVAAS scores and job satisfaction. Specifically, this
investigation focused on three variables: teachers' perceptions of the quality of the current
TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system, their self-reported average scores on this system, and
their satisfaction with teaching in general, and determined whether differences in the significance
of these relationships are observed when personal and professional characteristics are examined.
Review of the Findings
Research Question 1: Teacher Perception of TVAAS
This study revealed that the majority of teachers’ in this study had an unfavorable
perception of TVAAS. Sixty-three percent of participants had an overall negative view of the
value-added evaluation system. Only 36.53% of teachers in this study had a positive perception
of TVAAS. The quality of TVAAS was evaluated by the following categories: fairness,
accuracy, and understandability, which all attained overall negative ratings. Seventy-four percent
of participants in this study expressed a need for the revision of the assessment system.
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Personal and Professional Characteristics. When looking at personal and professional
teacher characteristics in terms of teacher perception, years of teaching experience was the only
characteristic that proved to be statistically significant. This study identified teachers with less
experience rated the TVAAS system more positively than those with more teaching experience.
Research Question 2: Average Teacher TVAAS Score
One overarching question of this study was: Is there a significant relationship between
teacher perception of the quality of the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system, and their selfreported average scores on that teacher evaluation system?
This study found a statistically significant relationship between the self-reported threeyear average TVAAS scores and Perception of the quality of TVAAS data. This indicates that
their evaluation of the TVAAS system was positively correlated to how they had been evaluated.
This means that higher TVAAS scores are connected to positive perceptions of TVAAS, while
lower TVAAS scores are connected to negative perceptions of TVAAS.
Personal and Professional Characteristics. Other statistically significant relationships
were found among five of the personal and professional teacher characteristics. The following
groups’ perceptions of TVAAS were positively correlated to their average TAASS score: female,
but not males; teachers whose tenure was greater than five years, but not five or fewer years; for
teachers in non-tested subject areas, but not core areas; for School A teachers, but not those at
School B; and teachers older than 45 years, but not those in the two other age categories.
Although it is not statistically significant, nearly 85% of teachers with fewer years of
teaching experience were awarded “above average” TVAAS scores, while only about 60% of the
more experienced teachers were awarded as such
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Research Question 3: Teacher Job Satisfaction
Another core question of this study was: Is there a significant relationship between
teacher perception the quality of the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system, and their level of
satisfaction with their jobs?
Although a high level of job satisfaction was observed among all teachers in this sample,
this study found no statistically significant relationship observed between teacher job satisfaction
and teachers’ overall average assessment score. However, a statistically significant relationship
between teachers’ perception of TVAAS and their level of satisfaction was observed among
School A teachers. In context, School A was named a focus school in 2013 for achievement gaps,
while School B was named a reward school for progress in both 2013 and 2014. This may
explain the significant difference in job satisfaction between the two schools.
Personal and Professional Characteristics. After analyzing teachers’ personal and
professional characteristics, numerous significant relationships were found. Teachers’ selfreported average TVAAS evaluation scores were positively related to their average level of
satisfaction among the following subgroups: teachers whose tenure was greater than five years;
teachers teaching non-tested subject areas; School A teachers; teachers older than 45 years; and
teachers holding a Master’s Degree or higher. This study also revealed that teachers with less
than 13 years of experience had higher job satisfaction ratings than those with more than 13
years of experience teaching.
Research Question 4: Teacher Perception, Average TVAAS Score and Job Satisfaction
The last significant question explored by this study was: What relationships exist between
the perceived quality of the TVAAS, teachers’ self-reported average scores, and their level of
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satisfaction with their jobs? No significant relationship was observed between teacher
satisfaction and either average teacher TVAAS score or perceived quality of the TVAAS system.
Implications
Teachers, school leaders, and policy makers could benefit from the findings of this study.
First, leaders in education should be aware of how the TVAAS evaluation system is perceived by
those who participate in the system. Hewitt (2015) reported that teachers’ have negative
perceptions about the fairness and accuracy of value-added measurements, and are resistant to its
use in teacher evaluations (p. 1). Jiang et al. (2015) noted very few studies have been conducted
on teacher perceptions of teacher evaluation reform (p. 105). Next, policy makers should be
made aware of any unintended, negative effects of using this type of evaluation system such as
abandoning the teaching profession altogether (Hewitt, 2015, p. 1).
This study verified the desire of teacher’s to have their evaluation system revised, with
the majority of respondents having perceived the assessment as inaccurate, unfair, and difficult
to understand. This supports other research that found the majority of teachers are concerned
about the inclusion of student growth in their evaluations, and overall, teachers perceive valueadded assessments to be unfair (Jiang et al., 2015).
With teacher job satisfaction declining it is important to determine factors that contribute
to teacher discontentment (Metlife, 2013, p. 6). One of the goals of this study was to determine if
the use of the TVAAS system was a factor in the level of teacher satisfaction. This study
revealed that teachers with more years of experience were less satisfied with their jobs than
newer teachers. Also, almost 40% of respondents reported that given the opportunity to plan their
career again, they would not choose the teaching profession. This finding supports that of other
literature which described several unintended consequences of using value-added data such as:
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avoiding low-achieving student and/or schools, feeling increased stress, pressure, and anxiety,
and decreased desire for collaboration while increasing competition among colleagues (Hewitt,
2015, p. 1).
Recommendations for Future Research
Researchers and policy makers still lack a full understanding of how teachers both
perceive and respond to the use of value-added evaluation methods (Harris, 2011; Hewitt 2015,
p. 3). Studying teacher perceptions of TVAAS will provide insight on both the accomplishments
and criticisms of this evaluation system (Hewitt, 2015, p. 3). The results from this study could
also help initiate change in the overreliance of value-added data in teacher evaluations, and
encourage the creation of an improved teacher evaluation system that could evaluate educators
with more accuracy and reliability.
One major limitation of this research study was the small population. This study was
administered in two rural middle schools in one mid-south county with only 39 participants.
Therefore, this study could easily be replicated among a larger population of public schools. The
study could be performed in both elementary and high school. Teachers in grades 3 – 12 all
receive teacher evaluations based on value-added data, which would make them eligible to
participate in this study. Data collected from other populations could allow school leaders to
analyze the relationship between job satisfaction and individual teacher TVAAS data on a larger
scale. In addition, this study could compare job satisfaction between rural and urban schools at
different performance levels.
The scope of research for this study was limited to rural middle school teachers in one
school district, thus future research could include additional variables that contribute to the
overall job satisfaction and TVAAS data. This study was limited to 39 participants, all being
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Caucasian and 85% begin female. Thus, the homogeneity of the data sample was very limited.
Thus, this study could easily be repeated with a more diverse pool of educators.
Both school and student related factors could be added to the study of TVAAS and job
satisfaction. Such factors related to a school’s geographical location, and student factors such as:
population, attrition, race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status within each school could all be
investigated. Research reports that schools with more than 90% minority enrollment showed
smaller gains in all subject areas (Bracey, 2004, p.717). These student factors could be
appropriate in further research in the area of TVAAS and teacher job satisfaction.
Finally, a qualitative or mixed-methods study could be utilized to further investigate how
TVAAS contributes to job satisfaction. Conducting a study that seeks a deeper understanding of
a teacher’s perception of the quality of TVAAS, and its use in the evaluation process, as well as
teacher’s personal description of their occupational, needs, stress, fulfillment and
accomplishments would enhance knowledge on the topic of teacher job satisfaction. Using
observations and interviews, a researcher could gather empirical data that was not revealed by
this quantitative research study.
Connections to the Literature
Despite all of the limitations in the data collection, many of the results in this study are
consistent with the findings of other studies in the literature review. This study revealed 38% of
respondents agreed that stress and strain resulting from teaching made teaching undesirable for
them. A review of the literature supported this finding stating job-related stress is the main factor
in poor job satisfaction for teachers (Von der Embse et al., 2016, p. 309).
This study indicated teachers hold an overall negative view of TVAAS with more than
63% of participating teachers expressing negative perceptions of the value-added evaluation
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systems fairness, accuracy, and understandability. Furthermore, an even higher number (74%) of
participants expressed a need for the revision of the assessment system. A study by Hewitt
(2015) also found that teachers had poor perceptions of value-added evaluations based on
fairness and accuracy of the system (p. 1).
Skaalvik (2015) also report that teachers’ primary source of job satisfaction was the
actual process of teaching and seeing their pupils learn and grow; however, overall
dissatisfaction and job stress was related to numerous school-based factors. This study also
reported teachers had a high overall job satisfaction rating, with nearly 95% of participants
indicating that teaching gives them a great deal of personal satisfaction. Also, almost 90%
surveyed responded that they loved to teach, and 95% reported that contact with their students
was highly satisfying and rewarding.
However, this study also reported that 51% of teachers surveyed would not recommend
teaching as an occupation, and 38% surveyed noted they would choose an occupation other than
teaching, if given another opportunity. This could support the Quigney (2009) study, which
reported a nation-wide shortage of both urban education teachers and special education teachers
due to the difficulty with achieving and maintaining their highly qualified status.
Last, this study reported that teachers of non-tested subjects have a higher average
TVAAS scores, as well a better perception of the TVAAS system than those teachers of core
subject areas. Holloway-Libell et al. (2012) found that teachers, who are given the opportunity to
change teaching positions, would move out of tested subject areas, or move into subject areas
where they might show value-added growth more easily (p. 67).
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Summary
This research found a statistically significant relationship between the self-reported threeyear average TVAAS scores and Perception of the quality of TVAAS data, based on data
collected from two rural middle schools in the mid-south area.
A statistically significant relationship between teachers’ perception of TVAAS and their
level of satisfaction was observed among School A teachers, and a significant relationship was
also reported between teachers’ self-reported average TVAAS evaluation score and their average
level of satisfaction. This relationship occurred among teachers whose tenure was greater than
five years, among teachers of non-core subjects, among teachers in School A, among teachers
older than 45 years, and among teachers holding a Master’s degree or higher.
The results for this study could be used as a basis for additional research in the area job
satisfaction and teacher evaluation. Continued research in the perception and use of TVAAS may
allow school leaders to establish and maintain better ways to evaluate teachers and improve
student success.
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October 30, 2015
Dyer County Schools
159 Everett Avenue
Dyersburg, TN 38024

Director of Schools:
I am writing to request permission to conduct a research study in the Dyer County School
District. I am currently enrolled in the ICL Doctoral program at The University of Memphis, and
I am in the process of writing my Doctoral Dissertation. The study is entitled TVAAS and Job
Satisfaction: A Correlation Study.
I hope that the school administration will allow me to recruit Dyer County licensed teachers to
complete a short questionnaire (copy attached). Participation in this study will be voluntary and
confidential. Emails will be sent to individual teachers with an explanation of the study and a
link to the survey, which I created in SurveyMonkey.
If approval is granted, participating teachers will have one week to complete the survey. The
survey process should take no longer than ten minutes. The survey results will be pooled for the
thesis project, and individual results of this study will remain absolutely confidential and
anonymous. Should this study be published, only pooled results will be documented and the
name of the school district will not be used. Neither your schools nor the individual participants
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telephone call next week and would be happy to answer any questions or concerns that you may
have at that time. You may contact me at my email address: mviar@dyercs.net.
If you agree, kindly return a signed letter of permission on your institution’s letterhead
acknowledging your consent and permission for me to conduct this survey/study at your
institution.

Sincerely,
Meagan Viar
Meagan A. Viar
University of Memphis
ICL Doctoral Student
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Dear Educator,

I am currently enrolled in the Instruction and Curriculum Leadership program at The
University of Memphis. I am in the process of writing a research study in order to complete the
program. The study is entitled TVAAS and Job Satisfaction: A Correlation Study. The purpose of
this study is to investigate the relationship between teacher evaluation scores and job satisfaction.
I want to identify teacher perceptions of the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System,
TVAAS, as well as examine the role of overall school evaluation ratings and organizational
commitment.
Participation in this study is voluntary and confidential. No personal identifying
information will be collected. The survey process should take no longer than ten minutes.
Participants can withdrawal at any time without penalty. There is no potential risk or benefit
from participating in this study. The survey results will be pooled for the thesis project, and
individual results of this study will remain absolutely confidential and anonymous. Should this
study be published, only pooled results will be documented and neither the name of the school
district, nor the individual school will be published. Your participation in this study would be
greatly appreciated.
If you have any further questions you may contact me at my email address: mviar@dyercs.net.

Sincerely,

Meagan A. Viar
University of Memphis
maviar@memphis.edu
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Appendix F

WELCOME!
The purpose of the present study is to investigate the relationship between Tennessee teachers'
perceptions of quality of the current "TVAAS-based" teacher evaluation system and their
satisfaction with teaching in general.
The present survey is divided into three sections. In section one, a few demographic questions
about yourself will be posed. In section two, you will be asked about your perceptions of the
quality of the TVAAS-based teacher evaluation system, as well as your average standing with
respect to that system. Finally, in section three, you will be presented with 20 statements related
to your job satisfaction--specifically, how much you love to teach, feel competent in your
position, enjoy your students, and believe in the future of teaching as an occupation.
The survey is anonymous and will require no more than 10 to 15 minutes of your time to
complete.
Informed Consent
Participation in this survey is voluntary and your answers will be kept strictly confidential. If you
agree to participate, please check the "agree" response below. If you wish to drop out, please
check the "decline" button to exit the survey immediately.
☐ I understand these conditions and I AGREE to participate. GO TO SURVEY
☐ I understand these conditions and I don't wish to participate. DECLINE AND EXIT
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